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AUDIT REPORT FOR CANADA
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INTRODUCTION

Background

This report reflects information that was obtained during an audit of Canada’ s meat/poultry
inspection system from April 4 through 20, 2000. Eight of the four hundred sixty
establishments certified to export meat/poultry to the United States were visited. Seven of
these were slaughter establishments; one was conducting processing operations.

The last audit of the Canadian meat inspection system was conducted in October 1998. At
the time, establishments were not rated because of the system review process. No system
failure was reported at that time. HACCP implementation was adequate and satisfactory in
the one establishment required to have a mandatory HACCP program. SSOP was performed
satisfactorily. The generic E. coli testing program was satisfactory, with the exception of
Establishment 38, which did not have random selection of carcasses, and Establishment
270A, which did not have a process control chart showing the 13 most recent test results.
The Salmonella testing program was basically the same as in the U.S., with the exception that
the establishment personnel, rather than the inspection personnel, collect the samples. The
only other deficiency noticed was that in one slaughter establishment, the stunning operator
was inexperienced and it was necessary to have multiple stunning applications to accomplish
complete stunning.

From January 1 through March 31, 2000, Canadian establishments exported 448,926,573
pounds of meat and poultry products to the U.S. Port-of-entry rejections were 395,402
pounds of meat and poultry products. From January 1 through December 31, 1999, Canadian
establishments exported 1,680,960,977 pounds of meat and poultry products to the U.S. with
the rgjection of 2,895,308 pounds at the port-of-entry.

PROTOCOL

This on-site audit was conducted in four parts. One part involved visits with Canada’' s
national meat/poultry inspection officials to discuss oversight programs and practices,
including enforcement activities. The second entailed an audit of a selection of recordsin the
meat/poultry inspection headquarters facilities preceding the on-site visits. Establishments
were selected randomly for record audits and on-site audits from the central and western
region of Canada. The third was conducted by on-site visits to establishments. The fourth
was a visit to one laboratory, culturing samples for the presence of microbiological
contamination with food pathogens.



Program effectiveness determinations focused on five areas of risk: (1) sanitation controls,
including the implementation and operation of Sanitation Standard Operating Procedures
(SSOPs), (2) animal disease controals, (3) residue controls, (4) slaughter/ processing controls,
including the implementation and operation of Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Point
(HACCP) systems and the E. coli testing program, and (5) enforcement controls, including
the testing program for Salmonella species. Canada' s inspection system was assessed by
evaluating these five risk areas.

During al on-site establishment visits, the auditor evaluated the nature, extent, and degree to
which findings impacted on food safety and public health, as well as overall program
delivery. The auditor also determined if establishment and inspection system controls were
in place. Establishments that do not have effective controls in place to prevent, detect and
eliminate product contamination/adulteration are considered unacceptable and therefore
ineligible to export products to the U.S,, and are delisted accordingly by the country’s meat
inspection officials.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Summary

Based on the performance of the individual establishments, Canada’s “In-Plant Inspection
System Performance” was evaluated as In-Plant System Controls In Place.

Effective inspection system controls were found to be in place in all eight establishments
audited. Details of audit findings, including compliance with HACCP, SSOPs, and testing
programs for Salmonella and generic E. coli are discussed later in this report.

As stated above, there were no system failures identified during the last audit of the
Canadian meat inspection system, conducted in October 1998.

During the 1998 audit, there were no HA CCP-implementation deficiencies found in the
review of the one establishment required to have aHACCP program. During this new audit,
implementation of the required HACCP programs was found to be deficient in one of the
eight establishments visited. Details are provided in the Slaughter/ Processing Controls
section later in this report.

Entrance Mesting

On April 4 and 5, an entrance meeting was held at the Ottawa offices of the Canadian Food
Inspection Agency (CFIA), and was attended by Dr. Mervyn F. Baker, Director, Food of
Animal Origin Division; Dr. Robert Charlebois, Acting National Program Manager,
Livestock and Meat Processing; Dr. Bertrand St-Arnaud, Chief Export Programs; Ms.
Susanne N. Frost, Director, Enforcement and Investigation Services,

Dr. Eli Neidert, Chief, Program Development and Evaluation Chemical Residue Programs,
Food Laboratory, Laboratory Services Division, Laboratory Directorate;

Dr. Doug Scott, Acting Chief, Red Meat Programs; Dr. Katherine Scott, Operations Program
Coordinator-Animal Products Operations Coordination; Dr. Barbara Lee,
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Accreditation/Special Projects Laboratories Directorate; Mr. Bernard LeBlanc, Food
Program Officer; Dr. Lucie Brisebois, National Training Coordinator; Dr. Richard Arsenaullt,
Acting Chief, Meat Prrocessing Inspection Programs; and Dr. Oto Urban, International Audit
Staff Officer. Topics of discussion included the following:

1. Organizational structure and function of CFIA.

2. Recent changesin the CFIA (animal and plant products under one umbrella, laboratory
system of food inspection under one director).

3. Structure and function of enforcement and investigation services (EIS) and decision-
making chain for enforcement approval.

4. Labeling issues (negative claims, etc.).
5.  Animal traceback program development.
6. Export certification and other issues related to the export of product to the U.S.

7. Canadian national meat/poultry inspection program training.

Headquarters Audit

There had been some changes in the organizational structure since the last U.S. audit of
Canada s inspection system in October 1998. Work continues to unify federal legislation for
animal and plant products.

To gain an accurate overview of the effectiveness of inspection controls, FSIS requested that
the audits of the individual establishments be led by the inspection officials who normally
conduct the periodic reviews for compliance with U.S. specifications. The FSIS auditor
(hereinafter called “the auditor”) observed and evaluated the process.

The auditor conducted a review of inspection system documents pertaining to the
establishments listed for records review. This records review was conducted at the
headquartersin Ottawa. The records review focused primarily on food safety hazards and
included the following:

Internal review reports.

Supervisory visits to establishments that were certified to export to the U.S.

Training records for inspectors and laboratory personnel.

Label approval records such as generic labels, and animal raising clams.

New laws and implementation documents such as regulations, notices, directives and
guidelines.

Sampling and laboratory analyses for residues.

Pathogen reduction and other food safety initiatives such as SSOPs, HACCP
programs, generic E. coli testing and Salmonella testing.

Sanitation, slaughter and processing inspection procedures and standards.
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Control of products from livestock with conditions such as tuberculosis, cysticercosis,
etc., and of inedible and condemned materials.

Export product inspection and control including export certificates.

Enforcement records including examples of criminal prosecution, consumer
complaints, recalls, seizure and control of noncompliant product, and withholding,
suspending, withdrawing inspection services from or delisting an establishment that is
certified to export product to the United States.

No concerns arose as aresult of the examination of these documents.

Government Oversight

All inspection veterinarians and inspectors in establishments certified by Canada as eligible
to export meat/poultry products to the United States were full-time CFIA employees,
receiving no remuneration from either industry or establishment personnel.

Establishment Audits

Four hundred sixty establishments were certified to export meat and/or poultry products to
the United States at the time this audit was conducted. Eight establishments were visited for
on-site audits. In all eight establishments visited, both CFIA inspection system controls and
establishment system controls were in place to prevent, detect and control contamination and
adulteration of products.

Laboratory Audit

During the laboratory audit, emphasis was placed on the application of procedures and
standards that were equivalent to U.S. requirements. Information about the following risk
areas was also collected:

1. Government oversight of accredited and private laboratories.
2. Intra-laboratory quality assurance procedures, including sample handling.
3. Methodology.

The Laboratory Services Division of the Canadian Food Inspection Agency in Ottawa was
audited on April 6, 2000. This laboratory isthe CFIA microbiology accreditation center and
was not conducting testing of Salmonella and generic E. coli samples. Information available
and discussed at this laboratory indicated that effective controls were in place for sample
handling and frequency, timely analysis, data reporting, tissue matrices for anaysis,
equipment operation and printouts, minimum detection levels, recovery frequency, percent
recoveries, and corrective actions. The methods used for the analyses were acceptable.

The method used to test for E. coli isthe same asin the U.S., while methods used for
detection of Salmonella and Listeria monocytogenes were different from those used in the
U.S., but were approved by Health Canada. Accredited |aboratories that perform Salmonella
testing for purposes demonstrating compliance with the U.S. performance standard are using
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the FSIS-approved method. The check sample program is performed properly. Any anayst
that fails three check samples will be removed from testing the failed bacterium and assigned
to the testing of a different bacterium.

Canada' s microbiological testing for Salmonella was being performed in private accredited
laboratories. The criteria established for the use of private laboratories under FSIS's
Pathogen Reduction/HACCP rule are:

1. The laboratories were accredited/approved by the government.

2. Thelaboratories had properly trained personnel, suitable facilities and equipment, a
written quality assurance program, and reporting and record-keeping capabilities.

3. Results of analyses were being reported simultaneously to the government and
establishment.

A private laboratory for bacteriology testing was not visited during this audit.

Establishment Operations by Establishment Number

The following operations were being conducted in the nine establishments:

Establishments 7 - Pork slaughter, boning and cutting

Establishment 11 - Beef, veal and lamb slaughter and boning, cutting, grinding (turkey,
chicken)

Establishment 35E - Pork boning

Establishment 69 - Pork slaughter, boning, cutting (beef), grinding (chicken), dicing (veal),
cured smoked product, cooked sausage, |oaves and mechanically separated products
Establishment 270 - Beef boning, pork cutting, chicken grinding, turkey dicing, cured
smoked products, cooked sausages, |oaves, and mechanically separated product
Establishment 513 - Pork slaughter, boning and cutting (deer)

Establishment 597 - Beef dlaughter

Establishment 930 - Beef slaughter, boning, cutting and dicing

SANITATION CONTROLS

Based on the on-site audits of establishments, Canada’s inspection system had controlsin
place for:

Basic establishment facilities

Condition of facilities and equipment

Product protection and handling

Establishment sanitation program

PN PR

Sanitation Standard Operating Procedures (SSOPs)

Each establishment was evaluated to determine if the basic FSIS regulatory requirements for
SSOPs were met, according to the criteria employed in the U.S. domestic inspection
program. The data collection instrument used accompanies this report (Attachment A).
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The SSOPs were found to meet the basic FSIS regulatory requirements, with only occasional
minor variations, such as, the description of the corrective action and initials of the
responsible personnel were missing in one establishment.

The CFIA has been performing a Listeria monocytogenes control program based on the
testing of the environment of establishments manufacturing ready-to-eat meat products.
Each establishment that manufactures ready-to-eat meat product is sampled twice per year.

If results are negative, the next tests take place in six months. If the second or third round of
individual swab results are positive, an in-depth review of the establishment is scheduled and
end-product “hold and test” procedures may be initiated, depending on the results of the in-
depth review.

Pest control program

The rodent control program record keeping needed improvement in two establishments.
There was an open passage between the kill floor and outside premises through the hide
removing area in one establishment. Corrective action was scheduled immediately.

Cross-Contamination

The knife was not sanitized by the operator after each exsanguination procedure in one
establishment. In another establishment, after the stunning procedure the operator was
cutting through the skin and muscle at the same time without sanitizing his knife. The
procedure was corrected immediately by the establishment management.

Personnel Hygiene and Practices

In one establishment, employees were observed to fail to wash their hands after
contaminating them, before continuing to work with exposed product. Corrective action was
immediate.

ANIMAL DISEASE CONTROLS

Canada’ s inspection system had controls in place to ensure adequate animal identification,
ante-mortem and post-mortem inspection procedures and dispositions, condemned and
restricted product control, and procedures for sanitary handling of returned and rework
product.

There were reported to have been no outbreaks of animal diseases with public-health

significance since the previous U.S. audit. Canadais developing an animal traceback system;
presently it is functioning in beef and will be fully implemented by the end of the year.
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RESIDUE CONTROLS

Canada s National Residue Testing Plan for 2000 was being followed, and was on schedule.
The Canadian inspection system had adequate controls in place to ensure compliance with
sampling and reporting procedures and storage and use of chemicals. The residue testing
laboratory was not visited during this audit.

SLAUGHTER/PROCESSING CONTROLS

The Canadian inspection system had controls in place to ensure adequate animal
identification, antemortem inspection procedures, antemortem disposition, humane slaughter
with proper animal handling, postmortem inspection procedures, and postmortem disposition.

HACCP Implementation

All establishments approved to export meat/poultry productsto the U.S. are required to have
developed and implemented a Hazard Analysis — Critical Control Point (HACCP) system.
Each of these systems was evaluated according to the criteria employed in the U.S. domestic
inspection program. The data collection instrument used accompanies this report
(Attachment B).

The HACCP programs were found to meet the basic FSIS regulatory requirements, except in
one establishment, which did not have any CCPs listed for their two HACCP plans. The
establishment claimed that all food safety hazards have been covered under their
Prerequisite Program, so they will ask for approval of a CCP-free HACCP system. These
HACCP plans had not been reviewed and recognized by CFIA at the time of the audit.
During the audit, CFIA officials disapproved the CCP-free HACCP system.

Pre-shipment records review are performed in both prerequisite and HACCP plans. The
establishment must specify the frequency at which records will be verified. The frequency of
thisreview is not necessarily timed to coincide with the shipment of product but must be of a
frequency which assures that proper monitoring of activities and appropriate record keeping
istaking place.

Testing for Generic E. coli

Canada has adopted the FSIS regulatory requirements for E. coli testing. Seven of the
establishments audited were required to meet the basic FSIS regulatory requirements for
generic E. coli testing, and were audited and evaluated according to the criteria employed in
the U.S. domestic inspection program. The data collection instrument used accompanies this
report (Attachment C).

The E. coli testing programs were found to meet the basic FSIS regulatory requirements.
Additionally, establishments had adequate controls in place to prevent meat products

intended for Canadian domestic consumption from being commingled with products eligible
for export to the U.S.
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ENFORCEMENT CONTROLS

| nspection System Controls

Except as noted below, the CFIA inspection system controls [ante- and post-mortem
inspection procedures and dispositions, control of restricted product and inspection samples,
control and disposition of dead, dying, diseased or disabled animals, bonel ess meat
reinspection, shipment security, including shipment between establishments, prevention of
commingling of product intended for export to the United States with domestic product,
monitoring and verification of establishment programs and controls (including the taking and
documentation of corrective actions under HACCP plans), inspection supervision and
documentation, the importation of only eligible livestock or poultry from other countries (i.e.,
only from eligible countries and certified establishments within those countries), and the
importation of only eligible meat or poultry products from other counties for further
processing] were in place and effective in ensuring that products produced by the
establishment were wholesome, unadulterated, and properly labeled. In addition, adequate
controls were found to be in place for security items, shipment security, and products
entering the establishments from outside sources.

Testing for Salmonella Species

Seven of the establishments audited were required to meet the basic FSIS regul atory
requirements for Salmonella testing, and were evaluated according to the criteria employed
in the U.S. domestic inspection program. The data collection instrument used accompanies
this report (Attachment D).

Canada has adopted the FSIS regulatory requirements for Salmonella testing with the
exception of the following equivalent measures:

SAMPLE COLLECTOR: Establishment Takes Samples. The criteria used for equivalence
decisions for use of establishment employeesin lieu of government employees are:
There is a clearly written sampling plan with instructions for sample collection and
processing that will be universally followed.
The government has a means of ensuring that establishment sample collection
activities are appropriate.
The government uses test results to monitor establishment performance over time.
The government takes immediate action any time an establishment fails to meet a
Salmonella performance standard.

LABORATORIES: Private Laboratories. The criteria used for equivalence decisions for the
use of private laboratoriesin lieu of government laboratories are:

- Thelaboratory is accredited/approved by the government, accredited by a third-party
accrediting organization with oversight by the government, or a government contract
laboratory.

The laboratory has properly trained personnel, suitable facilities and equipment, a
written quality assurance program, and reporting and record-keeping capabilities.
Results of analyses are reported to the government or simultaneously to the
government and the establishment.
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Species Verification Testing

At the time of this audit, Canada was not exempt from the species verification-testing
requirement. The auditor verified that species verification testing was being conducted in
accordance with FSI'S requirements.

Monthly Reviews

These reviews were being performed by the Canadian equivaent of Circuit Supervisors. All
were veterinarians (except during the processing establishment visit in Vancouver) with at
least 10 years of experience. Different supervisors were reviewing establishments in
different provinces.

The internal review program was applied equally to both export and non-export
establishments. Internal review visits were announced in advance, and were conducted at
least once in four months and sometimes two or three times within a month. The records of
audited establishments were kept in the inspection offices of the individual establishments,
and copies were also kept in the central CFIA offices in Ottawa, and were routinely
maintained on file for a minimum of three years.

In the event that an establishment is found, during one of these internal reviews, to be out of
compliance with U.S. requirements, and is delisted for U.S. export, before it may again
qualify for eligibility to be reinstated, aregiona office review and recommendation for re-
listment is followed by the CFIA approving the establishment for export to the U.S.

After observing the internal reviewers activitiesin the field, the auditor was confident in
their professionalism, thoroughness, and knowledge of U.S. requirements, and in the
effectiveness of Canada’ s internal review program as awhole.

The only exception was the “monthly supervisory reviews’, which are considered to be
inspections of the establishment by a program officer stationed usually at the regional or area
office. Unlikethe U.S., the CFIA has divided the supervision of inspection activities into
two linked areas:

1. Operational supervision of staff (Ieave scheduling, grievances and personnel issues).

2. Program function supervision (clarification of program requirements and verification
of program delivery).

The Animal Products (Meat Hygiene) Program Network officer who exercises functional
program supervision for the establishment receives a copy of Form 1427 completed by the
inspector-in-charge at the establishment. Inspectors are instructed to contact the program
officer whenever a program issue is identified and whenever an establishment rating
modification is required.
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Based on the existence of these controls, the CFIA reduced the number of formal supervisory
visits from 11 per year to four per year. This reduction took place over a number of years.
The only province that did not perform any supervisory reviews in the last year was
Manitoba.

Enforcement Activities

Canada’ s laws contain authorities at least equivalent to United States for enforcement of their
meat and poultry acts. All establishments in Canada exporting to the U.S. are currently
operating under HACCP systems. When aregistered establishment wants to export meat or
poultry products to the United States they must meet the U.S. regulatory requirements for
HACCP, E. coli, and Salmonella performance standards. These regulatory requirements are
contained in Canada' s Meat Hygiene Manual. Canada had conducted pre-requisite programs
that included: premises, transportation and storage, equipment, personnel, sanitation and pest
control, and recalls, followed by HACCP recognition activities.

Exit Meetings

An exit meeting was conducted in Ottawa on April 20. The Canadian participants were: Dr.
Mervyn F. Baker, Director, Food of Animal Origin Division; Dr. Robert Charlebois, Acting
National Program Manager, Livestock and Meat Processing, Food of Animal Origin
Division; Dr. Bertrand St-Arnaud, Chief, Export Programs, Food of Animal Origin Division;
Dr. Doug Scott, Acting Chief, Red Meat Programs, Food of Animal Origin Division; Dr.
Katherine Scott, Operations Program Coordinator-Animal Products Operations Coordination,
Food of Animal Origin Division; Dr. Richard Arsenault, Acting Chief, Meat Processing
Inspection Program, Food of Animal Origin Division; Dr. George Jiri Furych, National
Veterinary Supervisor, Food of Animal Origin Division; and Dr. Oto Urban, International
Review Staff Officer. The audit findings and CFIA recommendations for correction were
discussed, including the following:

1. CFIA reduced supervisory reviews from 11 per year to four per year to allow program
staff in area and regional offices to take on increased responsibilities for program design
and program support activities. CFIA claimed that program supervisory steff are
generaly spending more time in establishments than four times a year (time required for
supervisory reviews) due to their involvement in program support activities.

2. HACCP plansthat had no CCP. To be considered to be eligible to export to the U.S., the
CFIA requires establishments to operate under a comprehensive HACCP system. During
recognition activities it was found that one establishment placed antemortem and dressing
controls incorrectly within the pre-requisite programs. This was confirmed during the
on-site U.S. equivalency audit. Critical Control Points were missing but critical limits
were set for particular activities. Following this finding, the Food of Animal Origin
Division took immediate corrective action to clarify the national requirement for CCPsin
slaughter models.

3. Establishment employee training in sanitation requirements was recommended. In two
occasions, establishment employees were observed not to sanitize their knives either after
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each exsanguination procedure; and after stunning, an employee was observed cutting
through the skin and muscle at the same time without sanitizing his knife. CFIA officials
recommended immediate corrective action to prevent these deficiencies in the future.

CONCLUSION

The inspection system of Canada was found to have effective controls to ensure that product
destined for export to the United States was produced under conditions equivalent to those
which FSIS requires in domestic establishments. All eight establishments were evaluated as
acceptable. The deficiencies encountered during the on-site establishment audits were
adequately addressed to the auditor’ s satisfaction.

Dr. Oto Urban (Signed) Dr. Oto Urban
International Audit Staff Officer

ATTACHMENTS

Data collection instrument for SSOPs

Data collection instrument for HACCP programs

Data collection instrument for E. coli testing.

Data collection instrument for Salmonella testing

Laboratory audit form

Individual Foreign Establishment Audit Forms

Written Foreign Country’s Response to the Draft Final Audit Report

afululicReXe s
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Attachment A
Data Collection Instrument for SSOPs

Each establishment was evaluated to determine if the basic FSIS regulatory requirements for
SSOPs were met, according to the criteria employed in the U.S. domestic inspection
program. The data collection instrument contained the following statements:

pPOODNDE

oo

8.

The establishment has a written SSOP program.

The procedure addresses pre-operational sanitation.

The procedure addresses operational sanitation.

The pre-operational procedures address (at a minimum) the cleaning of food-contact
surfaces of facilities, equipment, and utensils.

The procedure indicates the frequency of the tasks.

The procedure identifies the individuals responsible for implementing and maintaining
the activities.

The records of these procedures and any corrective action taken are being maintained on
adally basis.

The procedure is dated and signed by the person with overall on-site authority.

The results of these evaluations were as follows:

1.Written 2. Pre-op 3. Oper. 4. Contact 5. Fre- 6. Respons- | 7. Docu- 8. Dated
program sanitation Sanitation surfaces quency ible indiv. mentation and signed
Est. # addressed addressed addressed addressed addressed identified done daily

11 o) o) o) o) o) o) o) o]
7 o) o) o) o) o) o) o) o)
35E o) o) o) o) o) o) o) o]
69 o) o) o) o) o) o) o) o]
597 o) o) o) o) o) o) d o)
93 o) o) o) o) o) o) o) o]
513 o) o) o) o) o) o) o) o]
270 @) o) o) o) o) @) No o)

Est. 270 (Item 7) - The corrective action and initials of the responsible person were not indicated
clearly.
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Attachment B

Data Collection Instrument for HACCP Programs

Each of the establishments approved to export meat products to the U.S. was required to have
developed and implemented a Hazard Analysis— Critical Control Point (HACCP) system. Each of
these systems was evaluated according to the criteria employed in the U.S. domestic inspection
program. The data collection instrument included the following statements:

grLDdDPE

o

© ©

The establishment has aflow chart that describes the process steps and product flow.

The establishment had conducted a hazard analysis.

The analysis includes food safety hazards likely to occur.

The analysis includes the intended use of or the consumers of the finished product(s).

There isawritten HACCP plan for each product where the hazard analysis revealed one or more

food safety hazard(s) reasonably likely to occur.

All hazards identified in the analysis are included in the HACCP plan; the plan lists a CCP for

each food safety hazard identified.

The HACCP plan specifies critical limits, monitoring procedures, and the monitoring frequency

performed for each CCP.

The plan describes corrective actions taken when a critical limit is exceeded.

The HACCP plan was validated using multiple monitoring results.

10. The HACCP plan lists the establishment’ s procedures to verify that the plan is being
effectively implemented and functioning and the frequency for these procedures.

11. The HACCP plan’s record-keeping system documents the monitoring of CCPs and/or includes

records with actual values and observations.

12. The HACCP plan is dated and signed by a responsible establishment official.

The results of these evaluations were as follows:

1. Fow | 2 Haz- 3.All 4.Use 5. Plan 6.CCPs | 7.Mon- | 8.Corr. | 9.Plan 10.Ade- | 11.Ade- | 12.Dat-
diagram | ard an- hazards | & users | foreach | foral itoring actions valida quate quate ed and
aysis ident- includ- hazard hazards | isspec- aredes- | ted verific. docu- signed
Est. # conduct | ified ed ified cribed proced- menta-
-ed ures tion
1 o o o o o o O o o o O O
7 o o o o o no o o ) o no o
BE 1 o o o o o o o o o o o o
69 o o o o o o o o o o o o
971 6 o o o o o o o o o o o
% o o o o o o o o o o o o
S o o o o o o o o o o o o
20 | o o o o o o no o o o o o

Est. 7 (Items 6 and 11) - CCP-free HACCP program
Est. 270 (Item 11) - Monitoring frequencies were sometimes indicated other time not
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Attachment C

Data Collection Instrument for Generic E. coli Testing

Each establishment (except Est. 270, which was a processing operation) was evaluated to
determine if the basic FSIS regulatory requirements for generic E. coli testing were met,
according to the criteria employed in the U.S. domestic inspection program. The data
collection instrument contained the following statements:

©o o~ w N PF

The establishment has a written procedure for testing for generic E. coli.
The procedure designates the employee(s) responsible to collect the samples.
The procedure designates the establishment location for sample collecting.
The sample collection is done on the predominant species being slaughtered.
The sampling is done at the frequency specified in the procedure.

The proper carcass site(s) and/or collection methodology (sponge or excision) is being
used for sampling.

The carcass selection is following the random method specified in the procedure or is
being taken randomly.

The laboratory is analyzing the sample using an AOAC Official Method or an
equivalent method.

The results of the tests are being recorded on a process control chart showing the
most recent test results.

10. The test results are being maintained for at least 12 months.

1.Writ- 2. Samp- | 3.Samp- | 4.Pre 5. Samp- | 6. Pro- 7.Samp- | 8.Using | 9.Chart 10. Re-
ten pro- ler des- ling lo- domin. ling at per site lingis AOAC orgraph | sultsare
Est. # cedure ignated cation species thereq'd | or random method of kept at
given sampled | freg. method results least 1 yr
11 o) o) o) o) o) o) o) o) o) o)
7 @) ) 0] ) 0] ) o) ) O N/A
35E o) o) o) o) o) o) o) o) o) o)
69 o) o) o) o) o) o) o) o) o) o)
93 o o] 0 N/A o 0 0 o] o] o]
597 o) o) o) o) o) o) o) o) d o)
513 @) @) O ) 0] ) 0 ) O o)
270 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Est. 7 (Item 10) - Establishment has been operating only 7 months.
Est. 93(Item 4) - Only one species was saughtered in this establishment
Eat. 270 - All processing establishment
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Attachment D

Data Collection Instrument for Salmonella testing
Each slaughter establishment was evaluated to determine if the basic FSIS regulatory
requirements for Salmonella testing were met, according to the criteria employed in the U.S.
domestic inspection program. The data collection instrument included the following
Statements:
1. Salmonellatesting is being done in this establishment.
2. Carcasses are being sampled.

3. Ground product is being sampled.

4. The samples are being taken randomly.

5. The proper carcass site(s) and/or collection of proper product (carcass or ground) is being
used for sampling.

6. Establishmentsin violation are not being allowed to continue operations.

The results of these evaluations were as follows:

1. Testing 2. Carcasses | 3. Ground 4. Samples 5. Proper site | 6. Violative
Est. # asrequired | aresampled | productis are taken and/or est’s stop
sampled randomly proper prod. | operations

11 O no 0 O o) o)

7 @) O N/A ) @) o)

35E o) o) g o) o) o)

69 o) o) g o) o) o)

597 ) ) N/A @) ) o)

93 O No 0 O o) o)

513 o) o) no 0 o) o)

270 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

EQUAL OPPORTUNITY IN EMPLOYMENT AND SERVICES
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NAME OF REVIEWER
Dr. Oto Urban

NAME OF FOREIGN OFFICIAL
Dr . Richard Arsenault, Dr. Komanzi (foodborne pathogen unit)

RESIDUE @ ITEM

COMMENTS

Salmonella/7 & Listeria monocytogenes/7: The methods used to test for detection of these pathogens were

different from those used in the United States, but were approved
by Health Canada
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Page 4




Atfradament T

s m %?ﬁ%uﬂ&s& REVIEW DATE | ESTABLISHMENT NO. AND l..\lAME '(l:":r:: .
. 47712000 Est. 11 Elbee Meat Packers Limited COUNTRY
FOREIGN PLANT REVIEW FORM Canada
NAME OF REVIEWER _ NAME OF FOREIGN OFFICIAL EVALUATION
Dr. Oto Urban Dr. Richard Arsenault nccepatie | JASE [ ynacosptatie
CODES (Give an appropriate code for each review item listed below)
A = Acceptable M = Marginally Acceptable U = Unacceptable N = Not Reviewed O = Does not apply
1. CONTAMINATION CONTROL Cross contamination prevention 2;, Formulations s;
(s} BASIC ESTABLISHMENT FACILITIES Equipment Sanitizing » Packaging materials SGA
Water potability records % | Praduct handling and storage R¢ | Laboratory confirmation A
Chlorination procedures 9% [ Product reconditioning 3' | Label approvals e
Back siphonage prevention 9, |Product transportation 32, | Special label claims *5
Hand washing facilities °‘A (d) ESTABLISHMENT SANITATION PROGRAM Inspector monitoring °°o
Sanitizers % | Effective maintenance program- 4 lProcessing schedules ‘o
Establishments separation %, | Preoperational sanitation 3+ ]Processing equipment %
Pest --no evidence %M | Operational sanitation *» | Processing records 5
Pest control program %, | Waste disposal 3%, ] Empty can inspection %S
Pest control monitoring °°A 2. DISEASE CONTROL Filling procedures "})
Temperature control ‘% |Animat identification ¥4 | Container closure exam %
Lighting - "'. [ Antemortem inspec. procedures |} [Interim container handling o
Operations work space 2 | Antemortem dispositions 3. | Post-processing handling S
lnspectoriwork space 3. |Humane Siaughter “% |incubation procedures A S
Ventilation %+ | Postmortem inspec. procedures “% | Process. defect actions — plant |7y
Facilities approval . | Postmortem dispositions “4 |Processing control - inspection | 7%
Equipment approval “}) Condemned product control “A 5. COMPLIANCE/ECON. FRAUD CONTROL
] CONDITION OF FACKITIES EQUIPMENT Restricted product control “4 | Export product identification N
Over-product ceilings 7. |Returned and rework product “4 linspector verification =
Over-product equipment oy 3. RESIOUE CONTROL Export certificates "
Product contact equipment . | Residue program compliance ““. ]Single standard =~
Other product areas (inside) 2. | sampling procedures “% ]inspection supervisioﬁ (N
Dry storage areas 21 | Residue reporting procedures “®. | Control of security items A
Antemortem facilities % | Approval of chemicals, etc. “4 | Shipment security »
Welfare facilities B, |storage and use of chemicals *% |Species verification b
Outside premises Z‘A 4. PROCESSED PRODUCT CONTROL "Equal to" status A
{c} PRODUCT PROTECTION & HANDUING Pre-boning trim *x |imports o
Personal dress and habits 25, | Boneless meat reinspection 2
Personal hygiene practices 2"M Ingredients identification ""A
Sanitary dressing procedures &N Control of restricted ingredients oy

FSIS FORM 9520-2 (2/93)

REPLACES FSIS FORM 9520-2 (11/90}, WHICH MAY BE USED UNTI EXHAUSTEO.

Designed on PerFORM PRO Software by Detrina




REVIEW DATE | ESTABLISHMENT NO. AND NAME CIY
Toronto
FOREIGN PLANT REVIEW FORM 4/7/2000 |Est. 11 Elbee Meat Packers Limited
(reverse) ) COUNTRY

Canada

NAME OF REVIEWER NAME OF FOREIGN OFFICIAL ' EVALUATION

Dr. Oto Urban Dr. Richard Arsenault Acceptatte | | hesenow | ] unacceptatie

COMMENTS:

S Knives used for operational procedures in the slaughterhouse were contaminated with hoses used for cleaning the floor. This
deficiency was corrected immediately by the establishment manager.

7 There was an opening to the outside in the hide removal area in the slaughter room. This deficiency was scheduled for later
correction. ’

26 An employee's protective clothing was hanging across a ladder in the slaughter room. This was corrected immediately by the
company Supervisor.

28 An establishment employee was observed picking up meat from the floor, not washing his hands, and continuing to work with
edible product. This deficiency was corrected immediately by the establishment supervisor.

28 The hose used for vacuuming carcasses was contacting carcasses and the floor. This was immediately corrected by the company
supervisor.

29 An establishment employee was observed to make a cut through skin and muscle in the bleeding area of the slaughter house without
sanitizing his knife. This deficiency was immediately corrected by the establishment supervisor.

30 Hair and oil were observed on several carcasses in the cooler. Immediate corrective action was taken by the company supervisor.




U< DEFARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE _ REVIEW DATE | ESTABLISHMENT NO. AND NAME glrvnd
TERNATIONAL PRoGRANS 4/10/2000 | Est. 7 Maple Leaf Meats Incorporated e
FOREIGN PLANT REVIEW FORM oY
NAME OF REVIEWER NAME OF FOREIGN OFFICIAL EVALUATION ‘
Dr. Oto Urban Dr. Richard Arsenault Acceputte || Aovemia [] unscceptatie
CODES (Give an appropriate code for each review item listed below) . .
A = Acceptable M = Marginally Acceptable U = Unacceptable N = Not Reviewed 0 = Does not apply
1. CONTAMINATION CONTROL Cross contamination prevention “A Formulations SSA
(a) BASIC ESTABUSHMENT FACILITIES Equipment Sanitizing BM Packaging materials SGA
Water potability records %% |Product handling and storage 34 |Laboratory confirmation 57
Chilorination procedures 92 {Product reconditioning 3. | Label approvals =
Back siphonage prevention %3 1 Product transportation 32. 1 Special label claims 59
Hand washing facilities “ (d) ESTABUSHMENT SANITATION PROGRAM lnspector monitoring 600
Sanitizers %, | Effective maintenance program ¥ |Processing schedules ‘o
Establishments separation %, | Preoperational sanitation %A | Processing equipment o
Pest --no evidence %% | Operational sanitation %, | Processing records o
Pest control program %8, | Waste disposal 36, JEmpty can inspection ey
Pest control monitoring % 2. DISEASE CONTROL Filling procedures ‘o
Temperature control % | Animal identification ¥ | Container closure exam %
Lighting . | Antemortem inspec. procedures |3} [lInterim container handling ‘o
Operations work space 2 | Antemortem dispositions ”A Post-processing handling “0
Inspector work space 3, {Humane Slaughter “% |incubation procedures o
Ventilation % |Postmortem inspec. procedures | “M Proces#. defect actions — plant |79
Facilities approval % | Postmortem dispositions “Z | Processing control —- inspection |7
Equipment approval 'S | Condemned product control “A 5. COMPLIANCE/ECON. FRAUD CONTROL
(bl CONDITION OF FACILITIES EQUIPMENT Restricted product control “A4 | Export product identification =
Over-product ceilings s |Returned and rework product “%. |inspector verification (oA
Over-product equipment . 3. RESIDUE CONTROL Export certificates [0}
Product contact equipment %, | Residue program compliance 6, 1Single standard (A
Other product areas (inside) 20, | Sampling procedures “% Ilnspection supervision *
Dry storage areas 'y | Residue reporting procedures “%. | Control of security items LA
Antemortem facilities 2 | Approval of chemicals, etc. “+ | shipment security “
Welfare facilities B, |storage and use of chemicals % | Species verification .
Outside premises 2 4. PROCESSED PRODUCT CONTROL "Equal to" status “
{c) PRODUCT PROTECTION & HANDUNG Pre-boning trim 5% |imports %
Personal dress and habits 25, IBoneless meat reinspection *a |HAcce 82
Personal hygiene practices 26 |ingredients identification s3
Sanitary dressing procedures %7, | Control of restricted ingredients | %4

FSIS FORM 9520-2 (2/93)

REPLACES FSIS FORM 9520-2 {11/90), WHICH MAY BE USED UNTR. EXHAUSTED.

Designed on PerFOAM PRO Software by Dekrina



ESTABLISHMENT NO. AND NAME

REVIEW DATE cy
FOREIGN PLANT REVIEW FORM Braodon
(reverse) 4/10/2000 | Est. 7 Maple Leaf Meats Incorporated COUNTRY
Canada
NAME OF REVIEWER ' NAME OF FOREIGN OFFICIAL EVALUATION
Dr. Oto Urban Dr. Richard Arsenault Accopuble ﬂ‘{av'gu?'ve / D\Jnacl:epuble
COMMENTS:

29 Unclean trays were observed in the slaughter room. This deficiency was corrected immediately by an establishment employee.

30 Carcass heads were contacting the floor and an establishment employee was observed to contaminate carcasses with a saw in the
suspect area on the kill floor. This was corrected immediately by the establishment supervisor.

30 An employee's boots were contacting carcasses at the final trim station in the slaughterhouse. This was corrected by the company

supervisor.

41 One of the CFIA inspectors was observed not taking adequate care when incising the head lymph nodes. This was discussed and

corrected by the CFIA.

76 The monthly supervisory reports had been done by the in-plant veterinarian. This procedure was discussed with CFIA officials.

82 There were no CCPs and critical limits in the establishment's HACCP programs. The establishment officials claimed that the
prerequisite program required by CFIA covered all CCPs required by the Agency.




"5, DEPARTVENT OF AGRICULTURE REVIEW DATE | ESTABLISHMENT NO. AND NAME CITY
" INTERNATIONAL PROGRAMS ) Winnipeg
‘ 4/11/2000 | Est. 35E J. M. Schneider Incorporated COUNTRY
FOREIGN PLANT REVIEW FORM
Canada
NAME OF REVIEWER NAME OF FOREIGN OFFICIAL EVALUATION
Dr. Oto Urban Dr. Richard Arsenault [X]accesuve [ Jacremizn®  [Junacceptatie
CODES (Give an appropriate code for each review item listed below)
A = Acceptable M = Marginally Acceptable U = Unacceptable N = Not Reviewed O = Does not appl
pply
. . 28 .
1. CONTAMINATION CONTROL Cross contamination prevention A | Formulations 550
. L. 29 . .
(a) BASIC ESTABLISHMENT FACILITIES Equipment Sanitizin Packaging materials s
g A A
Water potability records %% | Product handling and storage *u |Laboratory confirmation 5’A
Chlorination procedures %2 | Product reconditioning 3. | Label approvals se
Back siphonage prevention 9, }Product transportation 32 1Special label claims %
Hand washing facilities °‘A (d) ESTABLISHMENT SANITATION PROGRAM Inspector monitoring ‘°0
Sanitizers %, | Effective maintenance program 33 | Processing schedules %o
Establishments separation %, | Preoperational sanitation *+ | Processing equipment o
Pest --no evidence % | Operationat sanitation 3. | Processing records >
Pest control program %, | Waste disposal %, | Empty can inspection %o
Pest control monitoring b 2. DISEASE CONTROL Filling procedures b
Temperature control '% | Animal identification 3% | Container closure exam 2
Lighting '+ | Antemortem inspec. procedures 3% | Interim container handling o
Operations work space 'zA Antemortem dispositions 390 Post-processing handling “o
Inspector work space 3. |Humane Staughter “© |incubation procedures o
Ventilation Y. }Postmortem inspec. procedures “b |Process. defect actions - plant |’}
Facilities approval '%, | Postmortem dispositions “d | Processing control -- inspection |7}
Equipment approval %y | Condemned product control “2 5. COMPUANCE/ECON. FRAUD CONTROL
[ P o ) o
©] CONDITION OF FACILITIES EQUIPMENT Restricted product control “0 | Export product identification "
Over-product ceilings % | Returned and rework product ““. linspector verification B
Over-product equipment A 3. RESIDUE CONTROL Export certificates L
Product contact equipment 9. | Residue program compliance “% | Singte standard 7s
A o
Other product areas finside) 20, | sampling procedures 45 |Inspection supervision b
P A o A
Dry storage areas M | Residue reporting procedures “b | Control of security items LA
Antemortem facilities % | Approval of chemicals, etc. “% | Shipment security N
Welfare facilities 23 | Storage and use of chemicals %, |Species verification "
Outside premises A 4. PROCESSED PRODUCT CONTROL "Equal to" status “
{c} PRODUCT PROTECTION & HANDUNG Pre-boning trim *% |imports 8
Personal dress and habits %, | Boneless meat reinspection Y
Personal hygiene practices 26 |ingredients identification o
Sanitary dressing procedures N ;"0 Control of restricted ingredients *o

FSIS FORM 9520-2 (2/93)}

REPLACES FSIS FORM 9520-2 (11/90), WHICH MAY BE USED UNTIL EXHAUSTED.

Oesigned on PerFORM PRO Software by Dekina



REVIEW DATE | ESTABLISHMENT NO. AND NAME Y
Winnipeg
FOREIGN PLANT REVIEW FORM :
(reverse) 4/11/2000 | Est. 35E J. M. Schneider Incorporated COUNTRY
Canada
NAME OF REVIEWER NAME OF FOREIGN OFFICIAL EVALUATION
Dr. Oto Urban ‘ Dr. Richard Arsenault . otabl D:mv?""/ D Unscceptatle

COMMENTS:

17 Non-dripping condensation over carcasses was observed in the cooler. This was corrected immediately by the establishment

management.

21 General housekeeping in the box room needed improvement. The deficiency was scheduled for correction.

30 An employee's boots were contacting moving carcasses on the kill floor. This deficiency was corrected immediately by the

establishment management.




REVIEW DATE

U5 DEPARTHENT OF AGRICULTURE ESTABLISHMENT NO. AND NAME cIry
(NTERNATIONAL PROGRAMS Saskatoon
4/12/2000 | Est. 69 Mitchell's Gourmet Foods Incorporated COUNTRY
FOREIGN PLANT REVIEW FORM Canada
NAME OF REVIEWER NAME OF FOREIGN OFFICIAL EVALUATION
Dr. Oto Urban Dr. George Furych NN 1 (i P—
CODES (Give an appropriate code for each review item listed below)
A = Acceptable M = Marginally Acceptable U = Unacceptable N = Not Reviewed O = Does not apply
1. CONTAMINATION CONTROL Cross contamination prevention 2; Formulations SSA
{a) BASIC ESTABUSHMENT FACILITIES Equipment Sanitizing 2:, Packaging materials “A
Water potability records 9. | Product handling and storage 3. | Laboratory confirmation A
Chlorination procedures 92 |Product reconditioning 3. | Labet approvals b\
Back siphonage prevention 93 | Product transportation 3 | Special label claims '\
Hand washing facilities “ (d) ESTABUSHMENT SANITATION PROGRAM laspector monitoring “
Sanitizers %, |Effective maintenance program % | Processing schedules “
Establishments separation %, | Preoperational sanitation 3. | Processing equipment 2
Pest --no evidence 9% | Operational sanitation %+ | Processing records “
Pest control program %8 | Waste disposal 3¢, 1Empty can inspection o
Pest control monitoring “ 2. DISEASE CONTROL Filling procedures o
Temperature control '% | Animal identification ¥, | Container closure exam %
Lighting ' I Antemortem inspec. procedures | 3% [interim container handling ‘o
Oberations work space 2 | Antemortem dispositions 3% | Post-processing handling S
inspector work space . |Humane Slaughter “4 ]incubation procedures o
Ventilation 4 | Postmortem inspec. procedures | *% | Process. defect actions - plant | %
Facilities approval 2. | Postmortem dispositions “2 ] Processing control - inspection | 7§
Equipment approval '% lCondemned product control “ 5. COMPLIANCE/ECON. FRAUD CONTROL
() CONDITION OF FACILITIES EQUIPMENT Restricted product control “4 |Export product identification 6N
Over-product ceilings 7. ]Returned and rework product “4 |inspector verification (X
Over-product equipment "}\ 3. RESIDUE CONTROL Export certificates ’j\
Product contact equipment '%, | Residue program compliance “. |single standard =
Other product areas finside) 2% | sampling procedures “% linspection supervision *
Dry storage areas 2%} Residue reporting procedures “% [ Control of security items A
Antemortem facilities Z_ |Approval of chemicals, etc. “4 | Shipment security A
Weifare facilities Z, |Storage and use of chemicals % | Species verification A
Outside premises . 4. PROCESSED PRODUCT CONTROL "Equal to” status “
{c} PRODUCT PROTECTION & HANDLING Pre-boning trim *% |imports s
Personal dress and habits %, | Boneless meat reinspection =
Personal hygiene practices 224 lingredients identification Y
Sanitary dressing procedure's (}?, | Control of restricted ingredients | %%

FSIS FORM 9520-2 (2/93)

REPLACES FSIS FORM 9520-2 (11/90), WHICH MAY BE USED UNTIL EXHAUSTED.

Oesigned on PerFORM PRO Software by Dekrina



REVIEW DATE_ ESTABLISHMENT NO. AﬁD NAME i CIW
. Saskatoon
FOREIGN PLANT REVIEW FORM | 4/12/2000 |Est. 69 Mitchell's Gourmet Foods Incorporated '
(veverse) COUNTRY
. Canada

NAME OF REVIEWER NAME OF FOREIGN OFFICIAL EVALUATION
Dr. Oto Urban : Dr. George Furych acceptate [ Aereview [ ] unaccepratie
COMMENTS:

26 An establishment employee was observed to pick up his gloves from the floor and handle carcasses with the gloves. This
deficiency was corrected immediately by the establishment personnel.

26 An establishment employee cleaning the floor was observed to lean his broom against a table used for edible product. This was
immediately corrected by the establishment supervisor.

29 The employee performing the sticking operation was observed to fail to sanitize his knife after each incision. This was immediately
corrected by both the establishment officials and CFIA representatives.




u.S. ga_v%w 'g; Acmcugwm REVIEW OATE | ESTABLISHMENT NO. AND NAME cIy
INTERNATIONAL PROGRAMS ) Moose Jaw
4/13/2000 | Est. 597 Western Canadian Beef Packers Incorporated [=5onTRY
FOREIGN PLANT REVIEW FORM pa
anada
NAME OF REVIEWER NAME OF FOREIGN OFFICIAL EVALUATION
Dr. Oto Urban Dr. George Furych accoptatie || acserimer [ ] unaccapravie

CODES (Give an appropfiate code for eaéh review item listed below)

A = Acceptable M = Marginally Acceptable U = Unacceptable N = Not Reviewed O = Does not apply
. ) 28 )
1. CONTAMINATION CONTROL Cross contamination prevention M | Formulations 550
. . 29 . ) %6
{a) BASIC ESTABLISHMENT FACIUITIES Equipment Sanitizing A | Packaging materials A
Water potability records o' ] Product handling and storage 30} Laboratory confirmation 57
po A g g A A
Chlorination procedures 92, | Product reconditioning 3. | Label approvals S8
Back siphonage prevention % {Product transportation 3N | Special label claims 2
Hand washing facilities “ (d) ESTABUSHMENT SANITATION PROGRAM Inspector monitoring o
Sanitizers %. | Effective maintenance program 33 | Processing schedules s
Establishments separation %, | Preoperational sanitation 3. }Processing equipment €
A A o
Pest --no evidence 9. | Operational sanitation 38 | Processing records &
Pest control program % ] Waste disposal 3, | Empty can inspection 6
Pest control monitoring 2. DISEASE CONTROL Filling procedures o
Temperature control '% | Animal identification ¥4 | Container closure exam <
Lighting " | Antemortem inspec. procedures %, |interim container handling o
Operations work space 12 | Antemortem dispositions 32} Post-processing handling 68
A A o
Inspector work space . |Humane Slaughter “% |incubation procedures ‘90
Ventilation "A Postmortem inspec. procedures “% | Process. defect actions -- plant ’°0
Facilities approval 5, 1 Postmortem dispositions 4Z ) Processing control -- inspection }’}
pp A A o
Equipment approval 'o | Condemned product control “ 5. COMPUIANCE/ECON. FRAUD CONTROL
b} CONOITION OF EACILITIES EQUIPMENT Restricted product control ““ | Export product identification 72
» A
Over-product ceilings V7. | Retumed and rework product “. |!Inspector verification "3\
Over-product equipment “k 3. RESIOUE CONTROL Export certificates 7‘A
Product contact equipment %, | Residue program compliance “€. lsSingle standard =
Other product areas finside) 2%, | Sampling procedures “%+ |Inspection supervision %
Dry storage areas 21 I Residue reporting procedures 48 ] Control of security items L/
ag A A A
Antemortem facilities 2 | Approvat of chemicals, etc. “’. | shipment security 78
Welfare facilities B, | storage and use of chemicals 50 | Species verification ”
A A A
Outside premises M 4. PROCESSED PRODUCT CONTROL *Equal to" status ©
{c) PRODUCT PROTECTION & HANDUNG Pre-boning trim *o |'mports 81
Personal dress and habits 24 | Boneless meat reinspection 5
Personal hygiene practices 26 lingredients identification 53
d Yg A [o]
Sanitary dressing procedures qf"A Control of restricted ingredients *o

FSIS FORM 9520-2 (2/93)

REPLACES FSIS FORM 9520-2 (11/90], WHICH MAY BE USED UNTH. EXHAUSTEOD.

Oesigned on PerFORM PRO Software by Dekrina



REVIEW DATE | ESTABLISHMENT NO. AND NAME CItY
Moose Jaw
FOREIGN PLANT REVIEW FORM | 4/13/2000 '|Est. 597 Western Canadian Beef Packers Incorporated
(reverse) COUNTRY
' Canada
NAME OF REVIEWER NAME OF FOREIGN OFFICIAL _ EVALUATION
Dr. Oto Urban Dr. George Furych Acceptab D:wgwe/ I:]umce‘mme
COMMENTS: - ‘

24 A cat was observed in the ante-mortem area. The establishment supervisor promised to correct this deficiency.
25 An company employee picked up his helmet from the floor and failed to wash his hands before handling product.

28 The carcass splitting saw's hose was observed to contact carcasses in the slaughter house. This deficiency was immediately
corrected by establishment supervisor.




U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
FOOD SAFETY AND INSPECTION SERVICE
INTERNATIONAL PROGRAMS

FOREIGN PLANT REVIEW FORM

[REVIEW DATE
4/17/2000

Est. 93 Cargill Limited

ESTABLISHMENT NO. AND NAME

ciry
High River

COUNTRY
Canada

NAME OF REVIEWER
Dr. Oto Urban

NAME OF FOREIGN OFFICIAL
Dr. George Furych

EVALUATION

CODES (Give an appropriate code for each review item fisted below)

A = Acceptable M = Marginally Acceptable U = Unacceptable N = Not Reviewed O = Does not apply
1. CONTAMINATION CONTROL Cross contamination prevention z:u Fofmulations si)
(s} BASIC ESTABLISHMENT FACILITIES Equipment Sanitizing BA Packaging materials “A
Water potability records °, | Product handling and storage %% | Laboratory confirmation A
Chiorination procedures %% | Product reconditioning ¥ |Label approvals =
Back siphonage prevention %, | Product transportation 32 | Special label claims *5
Hand washing facilities o () ESTABUSHMENT sAnrrAnou PROGRAM inspector monitoring °°0
Sanitizers %, | Effective maintenance program 33 |Processing schedules o
Establishments separation %, | Preoperational sanitation %+ IProcessing equipment &
Pest --no evidence 97, | Operational sanitation ¥+ | Processing records ‘>
Pest control program %8, [ Waste disposal 3¢, | Empty can inspection by
Pest control monitoring % 2. DISEASE CONTROL Filling procedures "},
Temperature control % | Animal identification 4 | Container closure exam &
Lighting ''. | Antemortem inspec. procedures | %% [lInterim container handling ‘o
Operations work space 2 ] Antemortem dispositions 3% | Post-processing haﬁdling %
Inspector work space %, }|Humane Slaughter “% |Incubation procedures ‘o
Ventilation % | Postmortem inspec. procedures | *}, |Process. defect actions - plant |’y
Facilities approval 1%, | Postmortem dispositions “% | Processing control - inspection |’}
Equipment approval '% | Condemned product control “ 5. COMPUANCE/ECON. FRAUO CONTROL
(b) CONDITION OF FACILITIES EQUIPMENT Restricted product control “4 | Export product identification 2
Over-product ceilings % |Returned and rework product “% |inspector verification =
Over-product equipment b 3. RESIOUE CONTROL Export certificates | "A
Product contact equipment . ] Residue program compliance ““. 1Single standard oA
Other product areas (inside) 29, | sampling procedures ' ‘Z‘ Inspection supervision "‘A
Dry storage areas 21, ] Residue reporting procedures “% | Control of security items A
Antemortem facilities uA Approval of chemicals, etc. “A Shipment security "fA
Welfare facilities %, |Storage and use of chemicals *% |Species verification »
Outside premises A 4. PROCESSED PRODUCT CONTROL "Equal to" status 8
(c) PRODUCT PROTECTION & HANDUING Pre-boning trim *% |imports 5
Personal dress and habits %, |Boneless meat reinspection e
Personal hygiene practices 22¢ |Ingredients identification =
Sanitary dressing procedures J?7% ]Control of restricted ingredients | 5%

FSIS FORM 9520-2 (2/93)

REPLACES FSIS FORM 9520-2 (11/901, WHICH MAY BE USED UNTIL EXHAUSTED.

DOesigned on PecFORM PRO Software by Delrina




FOREIGN PLANT REVIEW FORM
(reverse)

REVIEW DATE | ESTABLISHMENT NO. AND NAME

4/17/2000 | Est. 93 Cargill Limited

ciTYy

High River
COUNTRY
Canada

NAME OF REVIEWER
Dr. Oto Urban

NAME OF FOREIGN OFFICIAL
Dr. George Furych

EVALUATION

‘ plabl D:fcw!m, Dmnccepuue

COMMENTS:

26 An establishment employee's protective coats were found on the boning table. This deficiency was immediately corrected by the

establishment employee.

29 A plastic cover used for edible product was observed contacting the floor in the boning room. This was corrected by the

establishment employec.

72 Several carcasses did not have visible marks of inspection. This was scheduled for correction by the establishment.




REVIEW DATE’

ESTABLISHMENT NO. AND NAME

cay

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
FOOO SAFETY ANO INSPECTION SERVICE . .
INTERNATIONAL PROGRAMS : . . Langley
4/18/2000 |Est. 513 Britco Export Packers Limited COUNTRY
FOREIGN PLANT REVIEW FORM ) C
anada
NAME OF REVIEWER NAME OF FOREIGN OFFICIAL EVALUATION
Dr. Oto Urban Dr. George Furych Accen [Jacsmatie! [ unsccaptatie
CODES (Give an appropriate code for each review item listed below) .
A = Acceptable M = Marginally Acceptable U = Unacceptable N Not Reviewed O = Does not apply
1. CONTAMINATION CONTROL Cross contamination prevention ”A Formulations s;
{a} BASIC ESTABLISHMENT FACILITIES Equipment Sanitizing ”M Packaging materials 5;
Water potability records %% |Product handling and storage % | Laboratory confirmation A
Chlorination procedures 9% | Product reconditioning ¥, | Label approvals e
Back siphonage prevention %% | Product transportation 3N | Special label claims o
Hand washing facilities 1% (d) ESTABLISHMENT SANITATION PROGRAM inspector monitoring %
Sanitizers %y | Effective maintenance program 3. | Processing schedules o
Establishments separation % | Preoperational sanitation 3. I Processing equipment 5
Pest --no evidence 9% | Operational sanitation 3, | Processing records 2
Pest control program %1 | Waste disposal 3¢, | Empty can inspection %o
Pest control monitoring “ 2. DISEASE CONTROL Filling procedures )
Temperature control '% | Animal identification 3. | Container closure exam e
Lighting ™M | Antemortem inspec. procedures | %% |interim container handiing o
Operations work space 2 | Antemortem dispositions 3. | Post-processing handling o
Inspector work space % |Humane Slaughter “% | Incubation procedures | )
Ventitation A | Postmortem inspec. procedures “. ] Process. defect actions — plant | %
Facilities approval 5. | Postmortem dispositions “%» ] Processing control - inspection | 74
Equipment approval 'S |Condemned product control “A 5. COMPUANCE/ECON. FRAUD CONTROL
) CONDITION OF FACILITIES EQUIPMENT Restricted product control “A lExport product identification 6%
Over-product ceilings M | Returned and rework product ““. |\nspector verification =
Over-product equipment b 3. RESIDUE CONTROL Export certificates >y
Product contact equipment % [ Residue program compliance “c. ]Single standard =
Other product areas finside) 24 |Sampling procedures 47, linspection supervision BN
Dry storage areas 21, ] Residue reporting procedures ““. | Controtl of security items A
Antemortem facilities “a |Approval of chemicals, etc. “+ | shipment security »
Weltare facilities %, |Storage and use of chemicals %4 | Species verification i\
Outside premises “ 4. PROCESSED PRODUCT CONTROL “Equal to" status o
(c) PRODUCT PROTECTION & HANDUNG Pre-boning trim *% imports %
Personal dress and habits 21 | Boneless meat reinspection &
Personal hygiene practices 2%, |Ingredients identification 3
Sanitary dressing procedures  {J%4 |Control of restricted ingredients | % o

FSIS FORM 9520-2 (2/93}

REPLACES FSIS FORM 9520-2 (11/301, WHICH MAY 8E USED UNTIL EXHAUSTED.

Designed on PerFORM PRO Software by Delrina



REVIEW DATE EﬁXB—LISHMENT NO. AND NAME ' CiTYy
FOREIGN PL(ARNVT uge!)‘:VIEW FORM | 4/18/2000 |Est. 513 Britco Export Packers Limited i’:ﬁ:xv
Canada
NAME OF REVIEWER NAME OF FOREIGN OFFICIAL EVALUATION -
Dr. Oto Urban Dr. George Furych Accep () Ao [ [—
COMMENTS: ' : ‘ '

8 The rodent control program needed improvement. Corrective actions were not adequately documented. This was promised to be
corrected by the establishment officials.

11 The ante-mortem facilities did not have proper lighting. This deficiency was scheduled for corrective action.

17 Non-dripping condensation, some of which was over product, was observed in cooler #3, the cuttting. room, the offal cooler, and
the offal-packing room. Flaking paint was observed in the offal-packing room. These deficiencies were partly corrected immediately

and partly scheduled for correction. -

18 Rust on overhead equipment was observed in the coolers #1 and #3, and in the cutting room. This was scheduled for later
correction. '

20 Footprints were observed on the door in cooler #3. This deficiency was corrected immediately by the establishment officials.

25 An employee designated to work with edible product was observed to work with inedible product. This was corrected by the
establishment officials. .

29 The bung operator was observed to fail to sanitize his knife after each carcass. This was corrected by the establishment officials.
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S DEFARTWENT OF AGRICULTURE _ [REVIEW DATE | ESTABLISHMENT NO. AND NAME cyY
rEATIonAL FROSRAMS 4/19/2000 |Est. 270 Fletcher's Fine Foods Limited (\:/:m:v:r
FOREIGN PLANT REVIEW FORM o : Canada
NAME OF REVIEWER NAME OF FOREIGN OFFICIAL EVALUATION
Dr. Oto Urban Dr. George Furych [(X]acospuve [ ] accemiatter [ unscoepeate
CODES (Give an appropriate code for each review item listed below) I
A = Acceptable M = Marginally Acceptable U = Unacceptable N = Not Reviewed O = Does not apply
1. CONTAMINATION CONTROL Cross contamination prevention 2:{ Formulations 5;
(a) BASIC ESTABLISHMENT FACILITIES Equipment Sanitizing ”A Packaging materials SGA
Water potability records - %% [Product handling and storage 3. | Laboratory confirmation A
Chlorination procedures %2, | Product reconditioning 3, | Label approvals s
Back siphonage prevention %, | Product transportation 3N | Special label claims =
Hand washing facilities | b {d) ESTABUISHMENT SANITATION PROGRAM Inspector monitoring A
Sanitizers . | Effective maintenance program 3% | Processing schedules A
Establishments separation “A Preoperational sanitation :"M Processing equipment "A
Pest —no evidence % ] Operational sanitation *s | Processing records &
Pest control program %t | waste disposal 3¢, ] Empty can inspection %o
Pest control monitoring % 2. DISEASE CONTROL Filling procedures b
Temperature control % 1 Animal identification 3% |Container closure exam “
Lighting "', | Antemortem inspec. procedures | 3% |interim container ﬁandling b
Operations work space 2 | Antemortem dispositions 3% | Post-processing handling %
Inspector work space 3, |Humane Slaughter ‘6 | Incubation procedures )
Ventilation % | Postmortem inspec. procedures “0 |Process. defect actions -- plant |’}
Facilities approval 2. | Postmortem dispositions “d | Processing control -- inspection |7}
Equipment approval 'S | Condemned product control ‘> 5. COMPUANCE/ECON. FRAUD CONTROL
fb) CONDITION OF FACILITIES EQUIPMENT Restricted product control “o |Export product identification ”
Over-product ceilings M | Returned and rework product “A |inspector verification N
Over-product equipment A 3. RESIOUE CONTROL Export certificates .
Product contact equipment . | Residue program compliance ‘S |Single standard A
Other product areas (inside) 29, | Sampling procedures “0 |inspection supervision .
Dry storage areas ', | Residue reporting procedures “% | Control of security items '”A.
Antemortem facilities %, |Approval of chemicals, etc. “°. | Shipment security ™
Weltare facilities 3, | storage and use of chemicals %% | Species verification Y
Outside premises A 4. PROCESSED PRODUCT CONTROL "Equal to" status *
(c) PRODUCT PROTECTION & HANDLING Pre-boning trim 5% |imports *
Personal dress and habits %, | Boneless meat reinspection 82
Personal hygiene practices 2M |'ngredients identification =
Sanitary dressing procedures  “]%g | Control of restricted ingredients | %4

FSIS FORM 9520-2 (2/93)

REPLACES FSIS FORM 9520-2 (11/90], WHICH MAY 8E USED UNTIL EXHAUSTED.

Designed on PerFORM PRO Software by Delrina




REVIEW DATE | ESTABLISHMENT NO. AND NAME ciryYy
Vancouver
FOREIGN PLANT REVIEW FORM | 4/19/2000 |Est. 270 Fletcher's Fine Foods Limited
(reverse) COUNTRY
: Canada

NAME OF REVIEWER NAME OF FOREIGN OFFICIAL EVALUATION

Dr. Oto Urban Dr. George Furych ‘ ptat D;fwsaﬂe/ D‘mmpuw
COMMENTS: v

7 The rodent control program did not indicate findings and corrective actions. This deficiency was scheduled for correction.

17 There was non-dripping condensation, not located directly over product, in the stuffing room. This was corrected immediately by
the establishment officials.

26 Gloves were stored on a rail and a protective coat was contacting the floor in the smokehouse. This was corrected immediately by
the establishment employees.

28 An establishment employee was observed to pick up a ham from the floor, did not wash his hands, and handled edible product.
This was corrected by the establishment officials.

34 The pre-operational sanitation records indicated what needed to be done rather than that the deficiencies were corrected. This was
scheduled for correction by the establishment officials.




.*l Government Gouvernament
of Canada du Canada

Canadisn Food Agence canadienne
inspection Agency d'ingspoction des aliments
Nepean, Ontario
K1A 0Y9

Your file  Vorre réfirence

March 2, 2001

Ow file  Nowre réhrence

Dr. John C. Prucha

. Deputy Administrator
FSIS/USDA

341-E Administration Building
12% and Jefferson Drive, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20250
USA.

Dear Dr. Prucha.

Subject: Draft Final Report on the 2000 USDA Systems Equivalence Audit of the
Canadian_Egderal Meat Inspection Program

This is further to your letter of October 20, 2000, which provided a copy of the final draft
report for the systems equivalence audit condueted April 4 to 20, 2000, on meat
inspection activities delivered by the Canadian Food Inspection Agency (CFIA).

{ would like to take this opportunity to express our appreciation for the professionalism
demonstrated by the USDA auditor, Dr. Oto Urban, who performed the audit and
completed the report in a thorough and balanced manner. | am pleased to note, in
particular, the acknowledgment that where findings of deviation were identified,
corrective measures were implemented immediately.

When the final report is released, we intend to provide copies to CFIA meat inspection
staff and to industry to ensure that they have a full appreciation of the audit process and
of the issues that are of particular interest to the USDA.

With respect to information set out in the report regarding the supervision of
establishments, | feel it is important to emphasize that the approach taken by the CFIA
is fully equivalent to that of the USDA in achieving uniformity and consistency of
program delivery and establishment compliance. CFIA program and operations staff
who have functionat and/or direct line responsibility visit registered establishments on
an ongoing basis either within the scope of program development work, Food Safety
Enhancement Program (FSEP) activities or formal regional reviews. Each of these
visits provides an opportunity for supervisory staff to verify the quality of program
delivery and assess the compliance status of the establishment.
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Additionally, if at any time the inspector-in-charge has concerns regarding an
establishment’s compliance with requirements, it is understood that they are to call the
supervisor for assistance and guidance. Lastly, the CFIA is beginning to implement
new electronic reporting systems for inspection, FSEP audit, and enforcement activities
which will facilitate the identification and treatment of non-compliant establishments by
CFIA inspectors, supervisors and enforcement staff.

The current tracking document, the Establishment Inspection Report (form CFIA 1427)
summarizes inspection findings and overall establishment compliance on a monthly
basis and is now primarily used by the inspector-in-charge to forward this information to
area and hational staff. Pending full implementation of alternative reporting tools,
supervisory staff are being instructed to document their visits to establishments through
form CFIA 1427 in order to demonstrate that formal supervision reviews are taking
place at least on a quarterly basis.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft report. Should you have any
questions on this matter, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely yours,

e

M.F. Baker
Director
Food of Animal Origin Division
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